YERBA  BUENA  CENTER 
BASIC  PROJECT  INFORMATION 


SAM 


SAN  FRANCISCO  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 


MARCH  1976 


D 

REF 

711 .4097 
Y442b 


DOCUMENT^ 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

I^IFERENCE 
BOOK 


Not  to  be  taken  I'rom  the  Library 


INTRODUCTION 


Yerba  Buena  Center  offers  a  unique  opportunity  to  rebuild  the  South  of 
Market  in  a  manner  which  is  consistent  with  the  long  term  needs  and  high 
architectural  standards  of  San  Francisco.    This  opportunity  did  not  come 
about  by  chance;  it  is  the  product  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  manhour? 
of  effort  and  the  commitment  of  many  millions  of  dollars.    It  is  an  op- 
portunit)'  which  must  not  be  lost  through  impatience  or  caprice,  for  what 
ultimately  happens  in  Yerba  Buena  Center  will  have  a  lasting  effect  on 
the  economy  of,  and  quality  of  life  in,  San  Francisco. 

This  paper  is  an  attempt  to  put  down  the  facts  of  Yerba  Buena  Center  as 
seen  by  Redevelopment  Agency  staff.    The  information  presented  represents 
a  starting  point  for  the  "Mayor's  Committee",  wh.ich  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  has  reccHimended  be  formed  in  order  to  determine  the  Cit}''s  future 
role  in  tJie  development  of  Yerba  Buena  Center.    Provided  is  general  back- 
ground, marketing,  and  financing  information  and  the  project's  current 
status. 
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GENERAL  BACKGROUND 


Over  the  last  six  years  San  Francisco's  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment 
Project  has  been  the  subject  of  controversy  and  legal  attacks  (see  Appendix 
A  for  Lega.1  History) .    At  issue  have  been  such  items  as  residential  relocation, 
the  need  for  additional  environmental  studies,  historic  preservation,  and 
methods  of  financing.    During  this  period  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  attenpted  to  implement  the  redevelopnent  program. 
The  Agency  relocated  individuals,  cleared  sites,  and  marketed  portions  of  the 
land,  and  the  City  carried  forward  required  architectural,  engineering,  and 
financial  work  on  programmed  Public  Facilities  to  be  constructed  in  the  25  acre 
core  of  the  87  acre  redevelopment  project. 

The  Public  Facilities,  the  heart  of  Yerba  Buena  Center,  consist  of  an  1800 
car  underground  parking  garage,  a  330,000  net  square  foot  underground  exhibit 
hall,  a  meeting  room  complex,  a  central  heating  and  cooling  plant,  and  nearly 
ten  acres  of  landscaped  public  open  space,  including  a  level -in  concourse  from 
Market  to  Folsom  Streets  and  a  major  new  urban  park.    Some  of  the  best  architects 
in  the  world  were  assembled  to  execute  the  planning  and  design. 

The  Public  Facilities  were  intended  to  serve  two  very  important  functions: 

1.  To  provide  competitive,  new  facilities  for  San 
Francisco's  $400  million  a  year  convention  and 
visitor  industry. 

2.  To  pioneer  the  South  of  Market  and  create  an 
exciting  new  environment  to  stimulate  high 
quality  private  development  in  and  adjacent  to 
the  project  area. 

To  these  ends  the  City  and  the  Agency  vigorously  applied  their  energies.  In 
1972,  with  the  approval  of  the  basic  architectural  program  and  financing 
arrangements  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  City  began  an  all  out  effort  to 
complete  architectural  and  engineering  drawings  for  the  Public  Facilities,  obtain 
construction  bids,  and  develop  the  necessary  documents  for  the  sale  of  Redevelop- 
ment Agency  lease ,  revenue  bonds  to  be  used  to  finance  the  develoDment  of  the  Public 
Facilities^       Concurrently,  the  Agency  continued  the  process  of  site  clearance. 
During  this  period,  litigation  continued  to  frustrate  the  joint  effort.    In  1973, 
with  the  plans  completed  for  the  first  phase  of  the  project  (i.e.,  construction 
of  the  garage)  and  with  no  end  in  sight  for  project  litigation,  City  and  Agency 
staff  began  to  negotiate  with  plaintiffs  in  an  attempt  to  lift  the  litigation 
before  delay  and  resulting  construction  cost  escalation  had  done  irreparable  damage 
to  the  development  program.    By  November  1974,  all  suits  had  been  settled  or  dis- 
missed, all  environmental  clearances  obtained,  the  Sports  Arena  lost  to  construction 
cost  escalation,  and  all  contract  documents  completed  on  the  balance  of  the  Public 
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Facilities.    The  final  settlement  of  the  Duskin  and  Williams  lawsuits 
(see  Appendix  A)  placed  certain  restrictions  on  the  financing  of  the 
Public  Facilities.    These  restrictions  were  agreed  to  in  order  to  get 
the  project  out  to  bid  before  escalation  had  driven  the  current  design 
into  infeasibility . 

In  December  1974,  with  all  plans  conqjleted  and  no  opportunity  to  reduce 
costs  by  phasing  construction  (plus  the  contract  administration  advantages 
of  having  a  single  general  contractor)  the  City  placed  the  Public  Facilities 
package  out  to  bid.    In  February  of  the  next  year  bids  were  received.  The 
low  bid  of  $162.8  million  exceeded  the  construction  cost  estimate  by  approx- 
imately 15  percent.    This  differential  was  apparently  a  measure  of  the  con- 
tractor's assessment  of  his  risk  of  then  sky-rocketing  rates  of  inflation 
and  material  shortages  and  the  past  legal  history  of  the  project. 

Unprecedented  highs  in  construction  costs  and  bond  interest  rates  resulted 
in  the  removal  of  land  costs  from  the  bond  issue.    Arbitration  proceedings 
were  initiated  by  Alvin  Duskin  under  the  Dus kin/Williams  Settlement  Agree- 
ment over  this  issue,  which  further  delayed  the  bond  sale.    Although  arbi- 
tration was  subsequently  dismissed,  another  suit  (C.  Starr  v.  The  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco)  was  filed  challenging  the  entire  financing  program. 
Efforts  to  obtain  immediate  action  by  the  Supreme  Court  on  this  matter  were 
unsuccessful.    The  action  was  tried  in  Superior  Court  during  September  1975 
and  a  favorable  Notice  of  Decision  was  rendered  by  Judge  Ira  Brown  in 
December  1975.    Further  efforts  to  obtain  immediate  Supreme  Court  review 
were  again  unsuccessful.    Although  proposed  finding  of  fact,  conclusions  of 
law,  and  a  judgment  have  been  presented  in  the  court.  Judge  Brown  has  not 
acted  upon  these  and  no  judgment  has  been  entered.    Once  the  judgment  is 
entered,  plaintiffs  may  appeal. 

With  legal  actions  still  pending,  the  time  during  which  the  winning  bidder 
was  to  start  construction  expired  on  January  5,  1976.    The  expiration  of 
the  bid  means  that,  at  a  minimum,  modifications  to  the  existing  design  will 
be  required  in  order  to  off-set  continuing  construction  cost  escalation.  It 
now  seems  appropriate,  given  the  need  for  design  modifications  and  the  City's 
current  financial  squeeze,  tliat  the  project  be  given  a  general  review.  It 
also  seems  appropriate  that  such  review  be  exclusive  of  those  few  develop- 
ments i^rhich  can  proceed  at  this  time  and  which  can  begin  to  establish  a  new 
and  positive  envirormient  in  Yerba  Buena  Center.    One  must  begin  such  review 
with  an  understanding  of  Yerba  Buena  Center's  marketing  and  financing 
strategies  and  the  project's  current  status. 


MARKETING 


For  the  purposes  of  this  discussion,  Yerba  Buena  Center  may  be  broken  into 
two  parts:    1)  the  "Central  Blocks"  and  2)  the  "Peripheral  Parcels".  The 
Central  Blocks  are  identified  on  Exhibit  1  and  consist  of  all  of  Assessor's 
Blocks  3723  and  3734  and  portions  of  Block  3706.    The  Peripheral  Parcels 
make  up  the  balance  of  the  Redevelopment  Project  Area. 


The  Central  Blocks 

In  mid- 1969  proposals  were  solicited  internationally  (see  Exhibit  2  for 
Invitation  )  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  for  the  development  of  the  Central 
Blocks  of  Yerba  Buena  Center.    On  October  22,  1970,  Schlesinger-Arcon/Pacific 
Corporation  (SHARP)  was  designated  by  the  Redevelopnent  Agency  as  developer 
of  the  Central  Blocks.    In  mid- 1971,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
chose  to  develop  the  public  portions  of  the  Central  Blocks  directly.  Arcon/ 
Pacific,  Ltd.  (successor  to  SHARP)  remained  the  developer  of  the  private 
parcels  in  the  Central  Blocks  under  a  proposed  leasehold  arrangement.  Because 
of  continuing  delays  in  the  development  of  public  portions  of  the  Central 
Blocks  (i.e.,  the  Public  Facilities),  the  Redevelopment  Agency  has  recently 
begun  to  market  the  private  sites  in  the  Central  Blocks  on  a  fee  title  basis. 
This  action  will  remove  impediments  to  development  of  the  private  sites  which 
existed  under  the  original  leasehold  arrangement. 


The  Peripheral  Parcels 

The  Peripheral  Parcels,  consisting  of  more  than  twenty  sites, were  to  be 
marketed  on  a  "fee-title"  basis  (see  Exhibit  3  for  Status  of  Development) . 
That  is  to  say,  individual  sites  were  to  be  sold  directly  to  private 
developers  for  the  purposes  of  constructing  specified  improvements.  In 
addition,  property  owners  of  the  Peripheral  Parcels  were  given  the  option 
of  bringing  their  buildings  up  to  code,  assuming  that  the  existing  uses 
were  consistent  with  the  Redevelopment  Plan.  Own©?s  might  also  demolish 
existing  structures  and  rebuild  in  the  project  area  in  a  manner  consistent 
with  the  Redevelopment  Plan. 
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FINANCING 


Outlined  below  are  the  principal  methods  of  financing  proposed  for 
Verba  Buena  Center: 

The  Central  Blocks 


1.    Public  Facilities  --  (i.e.,  exhibit  hall,  meeting  rooms,  garage, 

public  open  spaces,  sports  arena,  and  central 
heating  and  cooling  plant.) 

In  1972,  financing  of  the  Public  Facilities  was  proposed  as  follows: 

a.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  sell  up  to  $225 
million  in  Redevelopnent  Agency  lease  revenue 
bonds  (the  Pus kin/Williams  Settlement  Agreement 
subsequently  reduced  the  maximum  to  $210  million 
as  a  consequence  of  deleting  the  Sports  Arena 
from  the  development  program) .    Bond  proceeds  and 
other  available  revenues  (hotel  tax,  tax  increments, 
investment  income,  facilities  income,  private  site 
land  rents) ,  would  be  used  to  finance  the  acquisition 
of  the  Central  Blocks  and  the  development  of  the 
Public  Facilities. 


b.  Under  a  Project  Lease,  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
would  lease  the  site  and  inprovements  to  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  for  a  period 
equal  to  the  term  of  the  bonds  (32  years)  and 
for  an  amount  equal  to  the  annual  debt  service 
on  the  bonds.    Upon  retirment  of  the  bonds, 
title  to  the  land  and  the  improvements  would 
revert  to  the  City. 

c.  Lease  rental  payments  by  the  City  would  be  offset 
by  revenues  from  the  hotel  tax,  facilities  inccmie, 
project  tax  increments  (i.e.,  those  property  taxes 
generated  by  assessed  values  in  excess  of  those 
existing  prior  to  redevelopment) ,  and  private  site 
land  rents  (the  private  developer  would  make  land 
lease  payments  for  development  rights  in  the 
Central  Blocks*).  Funds  would  be  sequestered  for 
this  purpose  under  the  terms  of  a  Repayment  Contract 
between  the  City  and  the  Agency. 


*As  noted  on  page  4,  Arcon/Pacific,  Ltd.  is  now  to  purchase  the  land. 


2.    San  Francisco  Entertainment  Center  -- 

A  Letter  of  Intent,  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  December  15, 
1975,  endorsed  the  following  method  of  financing  for  the  Entertainment 
Center: 

a.  The  San  Francisco  Entertainment  Center  site  and 
improvements  would  be  financed  using  non-profit 
corporation  revenue  bonds  having  a  term  of  approx- 
imately 25  years  and  being  supported  solely  by 
revenues  generated  by  the  improvements. 

b.  The  San  Francisco  Entertainment  Center,  a  non- 
profit corporation,  would  transfer  title  of  the 
site  to  the  City  in  exchange  for  a  rent-free  35 
year  Operating  Lease.    The  non-profit  corporation 
would  then  construct  the  Center  and  would  enter 
into  a  Management  Agreement  with  the  Manager, 

Mr.  Melvin  Swig.    The  Manager  would  pay  the  non- 
profit corporation  an  annual  rent  sufficient  to 
cover  the  debt  service  on  the  non-profit  corpo- 
ration bonds.    Both  the  Operating  Lease  and  the 
Management  Agreement  would  be  approved  by  the 
City  prior  to  the  sale  of  the  bonds  and  final 
disposition  of  the  site  by  the  Agency. 

(At  bond  closing,  the  Agency  would  transfer  title 
of  the  site  to  the  non-profit  corporation,  which 
in  turn  would  transfer  title  to  the  City.  The 
non-profit  corporation  would  then  lease  the  site 
from  the  City  and  construct  the  improvements. 
Upon  retirement  of  the  bonds,  title  to  the  improve- 
ments would  revert  to  the  City.) 

5.    Private  Development  -- 

Financing  of  development  of  private  sites  in  the  Central  Blocks  will  be 
by  conventional  means  (i.e.,  by  private  mortgage  financing). 

The  Peripheral  Parcels: 

Financing  of  development  in  peripheral  parcels  will  be  by  conventional 
private  means.    (Exceptions  include  public  financing  of  low  incone  housing 
the  Community  College,  and  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage  Extension.) 


CURRENT  STATUS 


Outlined  below  are  work  items  which  have  been  accomplished  to  date.  See 
Exhibit  3  for  Status  of  Development  map. 


Central  Blocks 

1.  All  architecture    and  engineering  has  been  con^leted 
for  the  exhibit  hall,  parking  garage,  meeting  rooms, 
public  open  spaces,  and  central  heating  and  cooling 
plant. 

2.  The  Howard  Street  sewer  has  been  relocated,  the 
rough  grading  of  the  Howard  Street  detour  has  been 
completed  and  water  and  telephone  utilities  have 
been  installed  in  the  Howard  Street  detour. 

3.  Legal  documents,  including  the  Project  Lease,  Repayment 
Contract,  draft  Official  Statement,  and  other  documents 
necessary  for  bond  sales  (Notice  of  Sale,  etc.)  have 
been  prepared.     (Modifications  will  be  required  if  any 
changes  occur  in  the  financing.) 

4.  Necessary  street  vacations  have  been  obtained. 

5.  All  work  has  been  conpleted  for  the  issuance  of  a 
building  permit  for  the  Public  Facilities. 

6.  A  legal  description  for  the  Central  Blocks  has  been 
prepared. 

7.  All  land  has  been  acquired  and  the  residents  relocated. 
Demolition  is  complete  with  the  exception  of  the  former 
P  G  §  E  Substation  and  the  former  Mercantile  Center 
Building. 

8.  A  Letter  of  Intent  has  been  approved  for  nonprofit 
corporation  financing  of  the  San  Francisco  Entertainment 
Center.    Architecture  and  engineering  has  been  completed 
through  preliminary  plans. 

9.  Disposition  Agreements  have  been  approved  by  the  Agency 
for  the  development  of  the  Market  Street  Office  Tower 
and  the  Apparel  Mart  by  Arcon/Pacif ic ,  Ltd. 


10.    The  Mezzanine  Extension  of  the  Powell  Street  BART 
Station  has  been  completed. 


11.  All  litigation  has  been  dismissed  with  the  exception 
of  C.  Starr,  in  which  defendant  City  and  Agency  pre- 
vailed  in  Superior  Court  and  from  which  plaintiffs 
may  appeal. 

12.  All  federal  (EIS)  and  state  (EIR)  environmental 
clearances  have  been  obtained. 


Peripheral  Parcels 


1.  Land  acquisition  is  virtually  complete.  Relocation 
and  demolition  is  nearing  completion. 

2.  A  number  of  private  developers  have  been  designated 
over  time  and  construction  is  presently  underway  on 
the  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company  and  the 
Community  College  buildings  (see  Exhibit  31 .    In  a 
number  of  cases,  developers  have  withdrawn.  Crocker 
Citizens,  Del  Monte,  Continental  Development,  and 
Haas  and  Haynie  are  in  this  category. 

3.  Negotiations  are  currently  underway  with  American 
Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company  for  development  of 
a  site. 


4.     TODCO  (Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation) 
has  submitted  a  proposal  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
which  could  result  in  construction  of  low  income 
housing  on  two  sites.    This  housing  would  be  in 
addition  to  the  following  Yerba  Buena  Center  related 
low  income  housing  provided  by  the  Agency  to  date: 

As  provided  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan  for  Yerba  Buena  Center: 

Clementina  Towers  (SFHA)  (in  YBC)  276  New  construction 

As  provided  in  the  Court  Order  of  November  9,  1970  (TQOR  vs.  HUD): 


Western  Park  Apartments  (additive) 
Salvation  Army  Harbor  Lights 
Alexis  Apartments  (adjacent  to  YBC) 
Vincentian  Villa 
Salvation  Anny  Chinatown  Center 


11 
65 
206 
124 
17 


New  construction 
Rehabilitation 
New  construction 
Rehabilitation 
Rehabilitation 


Cal.  1-37  (SFHA) 

El  Bethel  Arms  (additivej 

Silvercrest  Apartments  (in/ adjacent  to  YBC) 

Crescent  Manor 

Maria  Manor 

Antonia  Manor 

Marl  ton  Manor 

The  Alexander 

Notre  Dame  Apartments 

Total  - 


7  c 

New  construction 

22 

New  construction 

258 

New  construction 

IxCi  IcLU  X    X  LcL  L  J.  Ui  i 

120 

Rehabilitation 

135 

Rehabilitation 

151 

Rehabilitation 

180 

Rehabilitation 

205 

Rehabilitation 

1,661 
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i       I  Development  Progranaaed 


Construction  complete/wder  way 


A  -  Arcon/Paci fi c,  Ltd.  ;  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

B  -  Nishkian/  Western  Growth  Fund 

C  -  San  Francisco  Community  College  District 

D  -  TODco 

!  E  -  Building  Enterprises  EXHIBIT    3  "  Status  of  Development 
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APPENDIX  A 


LEGAL  HISTORY 


1.  Silver  v.   Board  of  Supervisors,   S.   F.  Superior 

Court  Action  No.  568133 

This  was  an  action  attacking  the  Yerba  Buena 
Center  Redevelopment  Plan  on  the  grounds  that 
it  failed  to  describe  the  proposed  method  of 
development,     failed  to  estimate  total  project 
costs,   revenues  and  bond  issues,   failed  to  set 
forth  the  proposed  method  of  financing  in 
sufficient  detail  so  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
could  determine  the  economic  feasibility  of  the 
Plan,   and  on  the  grounds  that  there  was  no  sub- 
stantial evidence  to  support  findings  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  set  forth  in  Ordinance 
No.  98-66. 

On  June  15,   1967,   findings  of  fact  and  conclusions 
of  law  were  entered  by  the  Superior  Court  validating 
the  Redevelopment  Plan  as  adopted  by  Ordinance 
No.    98-66.     Plaintiffs  filed  an  appeal,   1  Civ.  25233 
(1st  Dist.) ,  which  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the 
court  in  an  unpublished  opinion  issued  March  13, 
1969.     A  petition  for  hearing  in  the  Supreme  Court 
was  denied  on  July  9,  1969. 

2.  TOOR  V.   HUD,   U.   S.   District  Court,  N.D.  Cal. 

In  1970,  Tenants  and  Owners  in  Opposition  to  Redev- 
elopment  (TOOR)    filed  an  action  against  the  Redevel- 
opment Agency  and  HUD  relating  to  the  displacement 
and  relocation  of  persons  living  within  the  Yerba 
Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project  area. 

On  July  19,   19  73,   a  final  order  and  judgment  was 
entered  by  Judge  Stanley  A.  Wiegel  dismissing  the 
complaint  with  prejudice  and  approving  a  settlement 
agreement  dated  May  15,  1973.  Under  that  agreement 

the  Agency  agreed  to  provide  three  additional  housing 
sites  within  the  Project  area ,  seek  one  additional  site 
contiguous  to  the  Project  area ,   and  re-affirmed  its 
commitment  to  provide  1500  new  or  rehabilitated  low 
income  housing  units  within  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco.     The  agreement  also  established  pro- 
cedures for  the  relocation  of   remaining  project  residents. 
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3 .     San  Francisco  Tomorrow,   et  al.   v.  Romney. 


On  January  13,   19  72  two  conservation  groups 
filed  an  action  in  the  U.S.   District  Court 
(N.D.   Cal.)    alleging  the  failure  of  HUD  to 
file  an  environmental  impact  statement  for 
YBC  as  allegedly  required  by  §  102(2)  (c)  of 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  ("NEPA"). 

That  action  was  dismissed  by  Judge  Robert  H. 
Schnake  on  the  grounds  that  the  federal  act 
required  to  bring  NEPA  into  play    (i.e.,  the 
Loan  &  Grant  Agreement  between  HUD  and  the 
Agency)   was  taken  prior  to  the  adoption  of 
NEPA  in  1969.     An  appeal  was  taken  to  the 
U.S.   Court  of  Appeals    (9th  Cir.),  which 
affirmed  the  dismissal  on  January  18,  1973. 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow  v.    Romney,    472  F.2d, 
1021    (9th  Cir.    1973) . 

4 .  Williams  v.   City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

On  April  4,   19  72,   certain  taxpayers  filed  an 
action  under  C.C.P.   §§  526a  and  860  against 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  in  the 
Superior  "Court     (No.    644-426)    challenging  the 
execution  of  the  original  1972  financing  agree- 
ment on  two  grounds:      (1)    that  it  violated 
the  State  constitutional  debt  limitation,  and 
(2)    that  Supervisor  Robert  Mendelsohn  had  a 
conflict  of  interest  at  the  time  he  voted 
on  the  agreement.     That  action  was  subsequently 
consolidated  with  the  action  brought  by  the 
Agency  and  referred  to  in  the  Petition  and 
was  dismissed  with  prejudice  on  November  12,  1974. 

5.  Duskin  v.   Alioto,  San  Francisco  Superior  Court 

Action  No.  644-426 

This  was  a  taxpayers'   action  filed  on  January 
21,   1972  alleging: 

1.     Ordinance  No.    194-71,   appropriating  $4,000,000 
for  the  development  of  the  sports  arena  and 
conference  center  of  YBC  and  the  YBC  architectural 
agreement  violated  certain  sections  of  the  City 
Charter  relating  to  capital  investment  proposals. 
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2.  That  Ordinance  No.    194-71  violated  City 
Charter  requirements  for  establishing  cash 
reserve  funds. 

3.  That  Ordinance  No.    349-70,   amending  the 
municipal  code  to  create  a  hotel  room  tax 
fund,   36%  of  which  was  to  be  used  exclusively 
for  YBC,  was  an  unconstitutional  delegation 
of  legislative  power. 

4.  That  payments  under  the  architectural 
agreement  were  indefinite  and  illegally 
certified  by  the  City  Controller  on  the  grounds 
that  sufficient  unencumbered  funds  were  not 
available . 

5.  That  Ordinance  No.    279-67  requiring  that 
40%  of  the  hotel  room  tax  fund  would,   if  not 
encumbered  before  July  1,   19  71,   revert  to  the 
general  fund  was  violated. 


6,     That  the  above  described  ordinances  and  the 
financing  agreement  violated  the  California 
constitutional  debt  limitations. 


7.     That  all  funds  expended  by  public  entities 
for  YBC  were  in  violation  of  the  requirements 
of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act. 


8.     That  the  financing  agreement  approving  the 
issuance  of  lease  revenue  bonds  deprived  plaintiffs 
of  due  process  and  equal  protection. 

After  extensive  discovery  and  motions,   the  Agency's 
and  City's  motion  for  summary  judgment  was  granted 
on^April  30,    1974,   as  to  the  second,    third,  fifth, 
seventh,   and  eiahth  causes  of  action.  Thereafter 
said  matter  continued  toward  trial  until,  pursuant 
to  the  settlement  agreement,   the  action  was 
dismissed  with  prejudice  on  November  18,  1974. 


6.     Duskin  v.   Alioto  appellate  proceedings. 
A.     Duskin  v.  Alioto,   1  Civ.  31847. 


Plaintiffs  sought  a  preliminary  injunction 
and  temporary  restraining  order  with  respect 
to  the  alleged  CEQA  violations,   which  was 
denied  on  April  28,    19  72  and  an  appeal  was 
filed.     After  various  petitions  to  advance 
were  denied  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  and  the  Sipreme 
Court,   the  Court  of  Appeal  rendered  ah  opinion 
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affirming  the  denial  of  the  preliminary 
injunction  on  December  21,   1913,   and  t}«  Sipreme 
Court  denied  hearing  on  February  21,   19  74. 

B.  Duskin  v.   Alioto,   1  Civ.  31805. 

A  petition  for  writ  of  mandate  was  filed 
in  the  Supreme  Court  to  prevent  any  further 
expenditure  of  funds  pending  the  filing 
of  an  environmental  impact  report.  The 
petition  was  denied  on  July  28,   1972,  and 
a  hearing  and  application  for  stay  was 
denied  by  Court  on  August  16,   19  72. 

C.  Duskin  v.   Alioto,   1  Civ.  34023. 

A  petition  for  writ  of  mandate  was 

filed  concerning  certain  discovery  matters 

which  was  denied  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  on 

October  24,   1973  and  a  petition  for 

hearing  denied  by  this  Court  November  21,  1973. 

D.  Duskin  v.   Alioto,   1  Civ.  34751. 

A  petition  for  writ  of  mandamus  was  filed 
in  the  Superior  Court  to  require  the  Agency 
to  file  certain  reports  allegedly  required 
by  the  Health  &  Safety  Code  and  City  Adminis- 
trative Code,  which  petition  was  denied.  An 
appeal  was  taken  to  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
which  entered  a  voluntary  dismissal  on 
November  22,   19  74. 

E.  Duskin  v.   Superior  Court,   1  Civ.  35561 

/  A  petition  for  writ  of  prohibition  was  filed 
to  prevent  the  Superior  Court  from  entertaining 
jurisdiction  in  the  Agency's  validation  action 
referred  to  in  the  petition,  which  was 
voluntarily  dismissed  on  November  18,  1974. 

7 .     Redevelopment  Agency  v.  All  Interested  Persons , 
San  Francisco  Superior  Court,  No.  667-045. 

This  was  a  validation  action  filed  under  §  860  et 
seq.   seeking  to  validate  all  proceedings  leading  up 
to  and  including  the  making,   execution  and  delivery, 
and  the  terms  and  conditions,   including  the  issuance. 
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sale  and  delivery  of  lease  revenne  bonds,  when, 
as  and  if  issued,   of  the  19  73  Fiaancing  Agreement 
between  the  Agency  and  the  City  mid  County,  and 
the  validity  of  its  provisions.    All  defendants 
were  duly  and  regularly  served        a  publication  ' 
of  amended  summons  by  personal  service  of  the 
summons  and  complaint  on  certain  specified  parties 
defendant,   all  in  conformity  witb  California  Govern 
ment  Code  section  6063,   and  the  Order  dated  Febru- 
ary 1,   19  74,   directing  publication  and  service  of 
the  amended  summons,   and  by  postieg  a  copy  of 
the  amended  summons  at  public  plaffi:es  within  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.     Other  than 
defendant  Alvin  Duskin,   no  appearance  was  made 
by  anyone  in  any  manner  to  contest  the  validity 
or  legality  of  the  matters  therein  sought  to  be 
determined,  or  otherwise,   or  at  all. 

Defendant  Alvin  Duskin  filed  an  answer  therein  on 
or  about  December  12  ,    1973;   a  coisnter  "At-Issue" 
Memorandum  on  or  about  April  17,  1974;    a  motion 
to  dismiss  on  or  about  June  25,  1974;   and  discovery 
and  pre-trial  memoranda  on  vario^is  dates  more  fully 
set  forth  in  the  file  of  Si^^erior  court;  said 

motion  to  dismiss  Was  denied  by  Orde^r  dated 
August  9  ,    1974  ;   on  November  8,    1574,;  defendant 
Alvin  Duskin,   by  and  through  his  dmHy  authorized 
counsel,   executed  a  Stipulation  faer  'Entry  of 
Judgment,    filed  November  8,   1974,  tthus  leaving  no 
defendant  contesting  the  validity  or  legality  of 
the  matters  sought  to  be  determined.  A  Request  for 
Entry  of  Default  was  filed  on  March  13,   1974,  and 
a  Default  Entry  v/as  duly  and  regularly  signed  by 
St5)€rieP  court  and  filed  on  March  3.9  ,    1974  .  No 

action  to  set  aside  said  default  was  ever  filed 
within  the  time  required  by  law. 

The  action  was  tried  on  November  12,  1974  before 
St^xij^         court,   and  after  receipt  of  evidence, 

memoranda  of  law  and  argument,    it  entered  Findings 
of  Fact  and  Conclusions  of  Law  and  a  Judgment  on 
the  same  date.     The  Judgment  decreed^   inter  alia , 
as  follows: 

"1.     Each  and  all  of  the  proceedings 
leading  up  to  and  including  the  making,  ex- 
ecution and  delivery  of  the  financing  agree- 
ment between  the  City  and  Coroaty  of  San  Fran- 
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Cisco  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
dated  for  convenience  as  of  September  1, 
1973,  and  approved  by  Ordinance  No. 
361-73,   and  Resolution  No.    212-73,  and 
the  issuance,   sale  and  delivery  of  the 
lease  revenue  bonds  thereunder,  v/hen ,  as 
and  if  issued,    and  the  provisions  of 
said  financing  agreement  were  and  are  in 
conformity  with  the  provisions  of  all  laws 
and  enactments  at  any  time  in  force  or 
controlling  upon  said  proceedings,  whether 
of  law,   statute  or  ordinance,    state,  federal 
or  municipal,    and  were  and  are  in  conforrruty 
with  all  requirements  of  all  reaulatory 
bodies,    agencies  or  officials   having  author- 
ity over  or  asserting  authority  over  said 
proceedings  or  any  part  thereof. 

2.  All  conditions,    things,    and  acts 
required  by  law  to  exist,   happen  or  be 
performed  precedent  to  and  including  the 
m.aking,   execution  and  delivery  of  said 
financing  agreement,    the  issuance,  sale 
and  delivery  of  the  lease  revenue  bonds 
thereunder,  v/hen,   as  and  if  issued,  and 
the  provisions  of  said  agreement  have 
existed,   happened  and  been  performed  in 
the  time,    form  and  manner  required  by  law. 

3.  The  provisions  of  sai^  financing 
agreement  as  to  the  parties  and  the  lease 
revenue  bonds  to  be  issued  ther':^under  are 
valid  and  binding  obligations  In  accordance 
with  their  terms." 

No  appeal  was  ever  filed  from  said  Judgment  at  any 
time  after  it  was  filed  and  said  Ju^igment  became 
final  on  or  about  January  12,  1975. 


Concluding  Notes: 

Recent  arbitration  under  the  Duskin/Wright  Settlement  Agreem^t  and  actions 
under  C.  Starr  v.  The  Citv  and  County  of  San  Francisco  are  summarized  in 
paragraph  3,  page  3,  of  tnis  Document. 
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YERBA  BUENA  CENTER 


CENTRAL  BLOCKS  MASTER  PLAN 


SAN  FRANCISCO  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENH' 


MARCH  1976 


Location 


Technically  the  name  Yerba  Buena  Center  refers  to  the  entire  87 -acre 
project  (see  Exhibit  1  for  Boundary  Map)  but  the  heart  of  the  develop- 
ment lies  in  the  Central  Blocks .    This  25 -acre  core,  bounded  on  the 
east  and  west  by  Third  and  Fourth  Streets  and  on  the  south  by  Folsom 
Street,  leads  into  Market  Street  along  frontage  now  screened  by  the 
colorful  Primo  Angeli  fence  at  the  foot  of  Grant  Avenue.    The  Center 
is,  then,  just  a  few  minutes  walk  from  the  hotels  and  shops  of  Union 
Square  and  the  office  towers  of  the  Financial  District.    The  visitor 
will  be  able  to  approach  it  on  foot  along  Market  Street's  broad  brick 
promenade.    BART  and  the  Muni  will  provide  service  to  the  mezzanine 
extension  of  the  Powell  Street  Station.    The  Center  is  also  very  easily 
reached  by  car  via  the  James  Lick  Skyway,  a  link  to  both  the  Peninsula 
and  the  Fast  Bay. 

The  Master  Plan    (see  Exhibit  A) 

In  planning  for  Yerba  Buena  Center,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  set  a 
number  of  goals.    A  strategy  was  developed  to  penetrate  deep  into 
the  South  of  Market  with  major  new  construction  and,  in  so  doing, 
establish  a  standard  of  architectural  excellence  to  encourage  private 
development  of  high  quality.    To  accomplish  these  objectives,  the 
Agency  in  the  late  60 's  assembled  a  distinguished  team  of  architects 
and  planners  to  create  a  Master  Plan  for  development  of  the  Central 
Blocks  of  Yerba  Buena  Center.    This  Master  Plan,  under  the  direction 
of  the  City,  was  to  undergo  an  evolutionary  process  over  the  course 
of  the  next  six  years  as  changes  were  made  to  enhance  the  environ- 
mental quality  of  the  project.    For  example,  one  of  the  significant 
features  of  the  original  Master  Plan  was  the  provision  for  a  convention 
complex  \diich  was  to  include  an  exhibit  hall,  a  sports  arena,  and  a 
garage.    Almost  immediately  the  decision  was  made  to  underground  the 
massive  exhibit  hall  (equal  in  size  to  seven  football  fields  placed 
side  by  'side)  so  that  the  bulk  of  the  building  would  not  destroy  the 
texture  of  the  City.    Service  roads  were  placed  underground  to  keep 
trucks  from  clogging  surrounding  streets.    It  became  clear  that  build- 
ing monuments  to  the  automobile  was  no  longer  done,  at  least  not  in 
San  Francisco,  and  accordingly  the  parking  garage  was  moved  under- 
ground.   In  order  to  further  encourage  a  shift  from  private  to  public 
transportation,  the  number  of  parking  spaces  was  later  reduced  by 
more  than  fifty     percent.    This  relocation  of  the  garage  freed  nearly 
10-acres  of  land,  which  then  became  available  for  use  as  a  major  new 
downtown  park. 


The  fact  that  the  land  slopes  downhill  and  gradually  drops  some 
twenty-four  feet  in  the  quarter  mile  between  Market  and  Folsom 
suggested  to  the  designers  a  dramatic  means  of  further  orienting 
the  project  to  pleasant  use  by  people.    A  concourse,  running 
level -in  to  the  back  of  the  project  and  bridging  naturally  over 
busy  Howard  and  Mission  Streets,  would  create  a  walking  street. 
And  again,  with  an  eye  to  providing  a  place  for  people,  extensive 
wind  tunnel  testing  was  conducted  to  determine  the  placement  of 
skylights;  sun  studies  were  made  for  comfortably  locating  outdoor 
cafes  and  walkways.    As  many  as  130  architects,  engineers  and  other 
specialists  worked  for  two  years  to  make  Yerba  Buena  Center  visually 
and  functionally  exciting  while  including  provisions  for  the  safety 
of  structural  systems  in  the  event  of  an  earthquake  and  plans  for 
other  essentials  such  as  fire  protection,  general  security,  and  the 
special  needs  of  handicapped  people. 

A  Place  For  People 

When  people  enter  Yerba  Buena  Center  in  the  future,  however,  they 
will  not  think  of  wind  tunnels  or  sun  studies.    The  transition  to 
the  South  of  Market  will  be  eased  by  an  uninterrupted  flow  of  Market 
Street  brick  which  will  extend  beyond  the  entry  skylight  and  sycamores 
to  the  first  plaza.    It  is  at  the  Market  Street  plaza  that  people  will 
first  become  aware  that  they  have  entered  a  place  which  is  both  a 
special  and  integral  part  of  the  city,  for  the  plaza  is  linked  to  the 
balance  of  the  project  by  a  "walk"  surfaced  with  a  distinctive  jade- 
green  terrazzo. 

It  is  not  difficult  to  imagine  Yerba  Buena  Center's  jade-walk  crossing 
Market  and  continuing  as  a  walking  street,  up  Grant  Avenue  and  through 
the  great  gate  into  Chinatown.    The  intersection  of  Market  Street  and 
'^rant  Avenue,  from  a  planning  point  of  view,  then  becomes  a  framework 
for  restricting  traffic  downtown. 

If  this  first  block  the  walk  is  paralleled  on  one  side  by  shops  and 
on  the  other  by  St.  Patrick's  Park.  St.  Patrick's  church  will  remain 
in  Yerba  Buena  Center  in  a  new  but  comfortable  setting,  cradled  in 
a  soft,  English- style  park.    At  night  the  glow  of  its  stained  glass 
windows  will  frame  the  silhouettes  of  trees. 

The  walk,  will  extend  over  Mission  Street  to  the  central  park  --  a 
dramatic  space  nearly  twice  as  wide  as  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge.  The 
waters  of  the  park's  fountain  will  flow  northward  towards  Mission, 
gliding  smoothly  over  wiers  and  eddying  into  quiet  pools  reflecting 
the  changing  seasons  in  the  colors  of  the  surrounding  trees:  in 
spring,  the  drifting  pink  and  white  cherry  blossoms,  and,  in  autumn, 
the  blazing  reds  and  golds  of  Japanese  maples.    Textures  will  be 
everywhere:    wet  reflecting  surfaces,  expanses  of  grass  in  full  sun- 
light or  heavy  with  soaking  rains.    A  river  canyon  in  the  manmade 
Sierras  of  downtown  San  Francisco. 


People  continuing  along  the  walk  will  enter  a  major  elevated  plaza 
spanning  the  central  space.    The  plaza,  which  forms  the  roof  of  the 
north  entrance  to  the  exhibit  hall,  will  offer  a  protected  view  of 
the  park  below  and  St.  Patrick's  church  and  the  city  skyline.  One 
will  be  able  to  reach  the  balance  of  the  convention  facilities  and 
the  sports  arena  by  continuing  southward  over  Howard  Steet  beneath 
the  shelter  of  a  skylight,  the  "Golden  Gate  Bridge  red"  frame  of 
which  will  mark  the  entrance  to  the  underground  exhibit  hall.  Ped- 
estrian and  service  vehicle  movement  will  take  place  at  different 
levels  beneath  the  central  space.    Elevators  and  escalators  will 
transport  people  to  and  from  the  surface  to  either  the  exhibit  hall 
or  the  garage  below. 

Verba  Buena  Center  will  be  a  place  for  people  --  all  kinds  of  people. 
It  will  be  a  retreat  for  weary  shoppers,  a  sunny  lunch  spot  for 
secretaries,  and  a  meeting  place  for  families  embarked  on  an  evening's 
entertainment.    It  will  be  a  panoramic  view  from  a  restaurant,  apartment 
or  office.    It  will  be  an  international  forum  for  scientists,  business- 
men, and  political  leaders  and  a  townhall  for  local  debate.    In  other 
words,  it  will  be  a  place  for  the  residents,  commuters,  and  visitors  who 
will  continue  to  make  up  the  real  population  of  this  city.    San  Francisco, 
as  a  regional  center  and  international  crossroads,  is  a  place  for  living, 
working,  and  visiting.    It  is  the  interaction  of  these  human  activities 
in  a  unique  physical  setting  which  makes  San  Francisco  "The  City",  and 
it  will  be  this  same  interaction  which  will  make  Yerba  Buena  Center  "The 
Center"  of  San  Francisco. 
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